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THE GROWTH OF POPULATION IN LOUISIANA
1890 TO 1930
By
T. LYNN SMITH
INTRODUCTION
This bulletin contains a discussion of the growth of population
in the State of Louisiana. The period covered is the forty-year
interval 1890 to 1930. This discussion is the first of a series of
three reports presenting the findings from a study of the State's
population that has been under way at the Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station for the past two years. Reports to follow will be
concerned with: (1) The Composition and Characteristics of the
Population; (2) The Origin, Nature and Extent of Migration to the
State.
In the following pages an attempt is made to summarize the
momentous changes which have taken place in Louisiana's population
during the last forty years. First, the increases that have occurred
during this period are summarized. Next, those areas are identified
in which the most rapid increases or decreases in population have
occurred, and some discussion presented of the factors associated
with these gains and losses. Following this, attention is given to the
comparative gains made by the various elements in the population,
such as white and negro, urban and rural, etc. Special attention is
next concentrated upon the comparative increases of population in
the various type-of-farming areas of the State. Throughout the
study, a constant attempt is made to relate population changes to
the factors responsible for them.
Reports of the United States Census Bureau have provided the
bulk of the data for this study. Careful attention has been given to
the problem of the comparability of the various categories from one
census to another. The period covered in the study was not extended
to the decades previous to 1890, because reports for these years are
lacking in many of the essential classifications.
Some terms are used in the following pages which should be
clarified here. In the first place, population centers are divided into
several groups and each category given a distinctive title. As used
in the following pages:
Small Village= An incorporated center with less than 1,000
inhabitants.
Large Village= An incorporated center with between 1,000
and 2,500 inhabitants.
4Small Towner An incorporated center with between 2,500 and
5,000 inhabitants.
Large Town= An incorporated center with between 5,000 and
10,000 inhabitants.
Small City= An incorporated center with between 10,000 and
100,000 inhabitants.
Large City= An incorporated center with over 100,000 in-
habitants.
Omitting Orleans, which is co-extensive with the city of New
Orleans, the remaining 63 parishes (counties) were grouped into
five type-of-farming areas. These are "Upland Cotton," "Delta
Cotton," "Rice," "Cane," and "Small Fruits and Vegetables." The
major criterion used in classifying a parish was the proportion of
crop land devoted to each of the above products, although the
distinction between the upland and delta cotton regions was made
on the basis of topography. As used in this study, the classification
of the parishes into type-of-farming areas is as follows:
UPLAND COTTON
Beauregard
Bienville
Caldwell
Cameron
Claiborne
DeSoto
East Baton Rouge
East Feliciana
Evangeline
Grant
Jackson
Lafayette
LaSalle
Lincoln
Morehouse
Ouachita
Sabine
St. Helena
St. Landry
Union
Vernon
Washington
Webster
West Feliciana
Winn
DELTA COTTON
Avoyelles
Bossier
Caddo
Catahoula
Concordia
East Carroll
Franklin
Madison
Natchitoches
Pointe Coupee
Rapides
Red River
Richland
Tensas
West Carroll
RICE
Acadia
Allen
Calcasieu
Jefferson Davis
Vermillion
5CANE
Iberville
Lafourche
St. James
Ascension
Assumption
Iberia
St. John the Baptist
St. Martin
St. Mary
Terrebonne
West Baton Rouge
SMALL FRUITS AND VEGETABLES
Jefferson
Livingston
Plaquemines
St. Bernard
St. Charles
St. Tammany
Tangipahoa
INCREASE OF POPULATION 1890 TO 1930
The period 1890 to 1930 marked a very rapid growth of popu-
lation in the State of Louisiana. The residents of the Common-
wealth who numbered only 1,118,588 in 1890 had increased to
2,101,593 by 1930, making a gain of 87.9 per cent. This represents,
during the 40 year period, an annual rate of increase amounting to
1.53 per cent. As a help in visualizing the growth of the State's
population, Figure 1 was constructed. It shows the total population
at the end of each decade since the "Louisiana Purchase," together
with the percentage increase of the population during each decade.
This graph makes it evident that during the last forty years popu-
lation grew most rapidly during the decade 1890 to 1900 when the
annual rate of increase was 2.13 per cent. The growth was least
rapid between 1910 and 1920, only .87 per cent annually. The rate
was up again (1.66 per annum) for the decade 1920 to 1930. How-
ever, Figure 1 shows that the rate of increase in the last few decades
is but a fraction of that which prevailed throughout the nineteenth
century. The rapidity with which the population of the State has
been growing may be comprehended better by recalling that a single
pair reproducing at the rate of one per cent per annum would equal
1,700,000,000—the present population of the earth—in 2,000 years;
and that the present rate at which the population of the world is
expanding is approximately one per cent per annum.*
To get a clearer understanding of the trends of population in
Louisiana, it is necessary to compare the data presented above with
those for the Union as a whole and its component states. Between
1890 and 1930, the population of Continental United States (exclud-
ing Alaska) increased 95.0 per cent. This rate is slightly higher than
that of Louisiana. Twenty-five of the states likewise grew more
rapidly than Louisiana. But it is important to note that, of the
twenty-five, twelve were in the wide, open and sparsely populated
* A. M. Carr-Saunders, Population, p. 12.
6sections of the Far West—Arizona, California, Idaho, Nevada, New
Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah,
Washington and Wyoming. Six others were in the highly industrial-
ized and urbanized Northeast—Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan,
New Jersey, New York and Rhode Island. In the entire South, (the
most comparable section) only North Carolina, Florida and Texas ex-
hibited rates of population increase which exceeded that in Louisiana.
If only the white population is considered, the rate of increase
in Louisiana was exceeded by only eleven Western states, one East-
ern state (New Jersey) and two Southern states, (Florida and
Texas). On the other hand, if a comparison of the increases in negro
population is made, Louisiana occupies a median position among
Southern states. The negro population of Louisiana increased less
rapidly than that of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Mississippi, North
Carolina and Texas. But it grew more rapidly than that of Georgia,
Kentucky, South Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia.
The data presented above should be sufficient to show that the
population increase in Louisiana has kept pace with the very rapid
rate for the United States as a whole. But in order to grasp the
real situation, two additional points must be kept in mind. This in-
crease has taken place despite the facts that: (1) the State has
received practically none of the millions of immigrants from foreign
countries; and (2) the State has given more migrants to the other
states of the Union than it has received from them.
The relatively unimportant role played by migration to the State
from foreign countries is easily shown. In 1930 there were only
37,076 foreign-born in Louisiana, only 1.8 per cent of the population,
while in the United States as a whole, 11.6 per cent of the population
was foreign-born.* It is interesting to note that out of all the states
in the Union only ten Southern states (Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee and Virginia) contained smaller proportions of foreign-
born than Louisiana.
Louisiana's contribution of population to other states is shown
by the following: in 1930, 386,208 persons born in Louisiana were
living in other states of the Union, while only 269,269 persons born
in the other states were living in Louisiana. This means that the
State of Louisiana had made a net contribution to the remaining
states of the Union of 116,939 persons. The majority of these were
negroes (107,428), the net loss of white persons being only 8,784.
GROWTH OF POPULATION BY AREAS
The expansion of population has proceeded at very different
rates in the various parts of the State. In some regions the popula-
tion has increased with remarkable speed, doubling in the interval
between 1890 and 1930. While in others, the total number of in-
* 14,204,149 persons were classed as foreign-born by the 1930 census.
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9habitants has decreased. Data showing the changes in the population
of each of the parishes are given in Table I of the Appendix. Figure
2 was constructed to depict graphically the quality and quantity of
the changes which have taken place in the various sections of the
Commonwealth.
The rapidity with which the nation, including Louisiana, has
become urbanized in the last forty years makes it quite natural that
the parishes containing cities with populations of 10,000 or over
should show rapid gains in the total number of inhabitants. In ad-
dition to Orleans parish, which is co-extensive with the city of New
Orleans, such parishes, are Caddo, in the northwestern part of the
State; Ouachita, in the north central; Rapides, in the central;
Calcasieu, in the southwest; Lafayette, in the south central; and
East Baton Rouge and Washington, in that part of Louisiana lying
east of the Mississippi and commonly designated, the "Florida
Parishes." In addition to the speedy development and expansion of
these urban centers, rapid increases of population were characteristic
of four other major areas: (1) the region recently specializing in
the production of small fruits (strawberries) and truck crops includ-
ing the parishes of Livingston, Tangipahoa and Jefferson; (2) the
section in which rice growing is the major farm enterprise embrac-
ing, in addition to Calcasieu which was mentioned among the urban-
ized parishes, Acadia, Allen, Jefferson Davis and Vermillion parishes
;
(3) a considerable area in western Louisiana centering in Beauregard,
Sabine and Vernon parishes where extensive lumbering operations
were carried on during the first two decades of this century; and
(4) a broad expanse of territory in northeastern Louisiana, of which
the parishes of Franklin, Richland and West Carroll form the core,
where the break-down of large plantations into smaller farming units
and the settlement of new lands have brought about an influx of
farm families settling on small allotments of land.
It is important to note, however, that not all portions of the
State have experienced gains in the number of inhabitants. In the
rich alluvial "Sugar Bowl," population has increased very slightly,
if at all. Parishes in its very heart (Ascension, Assumption and
St. James) had fewer inhabitants in 1930 than in 1890. Other sugar-
producing parishes gained at a rate much below that for the State
as a whole. A declining or very slowly-growing population is also
characteristic of the deltas of the Mississippi and Red Rivers, regions
devoted almost exclusively to large plantations specializing in the
production of cotton. Tensas and Concordia parishes in the delta of
the Mississippi actually contained fewer people in 1930 than they did
in 1890. And no parish that is classed as "Delta Cotton" gained as
fast as the State as a whole. An absolute decrease in the number of
inhabitants took place in East and West Feliciana parishes. It should
be borne in mind that these are the only two of the State's "Upland"
parishes in which large cotton plantations have prevailed, hence one
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suspects that these losses may be associated with the decay of the
plantation system. Another area of decreasing population is Plaque-
mines parish adjacent to and down the river from New Orleans. This
rich alluvial parish embraces the mouth of the Mississippi River.
The above considerations make it evident that some fundamental
changes are taking place in the growth and distribution of the State's
population and provides some basis for determining the responsible
factors. Taking the entire period 1890 and 1930, it is evident that
the growing of rice, fruits and vegetables, and the cutting of timber
have been associated with rapid gains in population, while the pro-
duction of sugar cane and the production of cotton (especially in
the delta regions) have been associated with a slowly increasing or
even declining population. The distribution of these enterprises in
relation to soil types is such that this means that larger and larger
proportions of the population have been concentrating upon the
poorer soils of the State. This is clearly shown by comparing Figure
2 with Figure 3, which gives a generalized picture of the distribution
of soil types in the State.
This apparent tendency for greater and greater proportions of
the State's population to be concentrated on the poorer lands has
very serious implications. It is of such fundamental importance to
the agriculturist and agriculture that it is necessary to determine
whether it applies to the rural or agricultural population, or if it is
due merely to industrial and urban developments. Unfortunately,
since the census reports for 1890 fail to give an enumeration of the
farm population a direct comparison with 1930 on this basis cannot
be made. It would be possible to compare the rural populations in
1890 and 1930, but this would also be rather invalid because many
villages classed as rural at the earlier date were in the class having
over 2,500 inhabitants by 1930. The best comparison seems to be
that of populations living in unincorporated territory at the two
dates. Therefore, these data were tabulated and comparison made.
The results are presented graphically in Figure 4. It is interesting
to compare the tendencies shown in this figure with those depicted
in Figure 2. When only the population in unincorporated territory
is taken, the losses in the "Sugar Bowl" and Delta Cotton sections
embrace a larger area and thus stand out much more strikingly. At
the same time, the gains in the "Hill" and "cut-over" areas are still
conspicuous. Figure 4 leaves very little doubt but that there has
actually been a tendency for larger and larger proportions of the
State's rural agricultural population to be concentrated on the rela-
tively poor soils found in the "hilly" and cut-over portions of the
State.
It is also of importance to know about the reversals which may
have occurred in the trends at various intervals during the forty-
year period. It is especially necessary to consider those trends which
have manifested themselves only during the last decade and may still
11
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be progressing in their course. Let us turn to a brief consideration
of these aspects of the situation, considering first how trends for the
separate decades agree with those for the period as a whole.
Changes during the three decades between 1890 and 1920 differ
but slightly from those for the entire period 1890 to 1930, with two
important exceptions: (1) the decadence of population in the sugar
area did not set in until after 1900; and (2) the decline in the delta
cotton regions was uninterrupted throughout the thirty-year period.
During the decade following 1920, however, very important
reversals in trend exhibited themselves, and since these trends may
not be fully spent they are especially worthy of attention. Figure 5
was prepared to present in graphic form the changes occurring
during the decade 1920 to 1930. A comparison of it with Figure 2
will show how changes between 1920 and 1930 agree with those for
the period as a whole. It at once becomes apparent that the regions
of rapid population growth have become much more localized in the
last decade than they were during the forty-year period. Among the
regions where growth of population has proceeded most rapidly
during the last few years the gas and oil producing and/or refining
districts about New Orleans, Shreveport, Baton Rouge, Monroe and
Lake Charles are conspicuous. The very rapid increase of population
in the Small Fruit and Trucking regions also stand out. And also
very prominent are the rapid gains in the upper-Mississippi Delta-
Cotton areas where the influx of small farmers, mentioned above,
has occurred.*
It should be emphasized, however, that there are also regions in
which population was on the decline between 1920 and 1930. The
"Sugar Bowl" and the plantation-covered Feliciana parishes are con-
spicuous. Large areas in western Louisiana, formerly covered with
a flourishing growth of pine that furnished a basis for a prosperous
lumber industry, now "cut-over," devoid of mills, and providing but
a meagre subsistence to a "stranded" population were also found to
have lost population rapidly during this decade. These are the same
regions in which there was such a rapid influx of population during
the first three decades of the period. It is also important to note that
* For the parishes most concerned and the decade 1920 to 1930 the percentage
increases in number of farm operators and land in farms is as follows
:
Percentage increase in Percentage increase between
Parish number of farm opera- 1920 and 1930 in the amount
tors, 1920 to 1930 of land in farms
of of
White Colored White Colored
operators operators
East Carroll 328.6 38.8 — 8.5 26.9
Franklin 63.9 8.5 —11.1 8.8
Madison 169.1 —1.6 —33.7 .9
Richland 73.9 87.4 —12.2 20.7
West Carroll 96.5 31.0 38.2 10.8
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the "Upland Cotton" region, where small farms are the rule, has
gained but very little during the last decade. In fact such typical
upland parishes as Winn, Jackson, and DeSoto, registered a loss.
For the decade 1920 to 1930 a more detailed picture of popu-
lation changes can be given. During this period records are avail-
able which permit comparisons to be made for smaller units than the
parish. Changes in the population of each minor civil division
(ward) in the State were calculated and are presented in Figure 6
which shows the percentage increase of population in the wards which
gained, and Figure 7 which shows the percentage decrease in the
wards which lost population.
The trend in population residing outside of incorporated centers
during the decade 1920 to 1930 is both interesting and important.
The percentage increases for all of the parishes were calculated, and
Figure 8 was prepared to summarize the changes. The same scale
was used as in Figure 5 to facilitate comparisons. In this case again,
trends revealed in the population as a whole, show up in a more
pronounced manner among the population of the unincorporated
territory.
POPULATION INCREASE AND RACE
After this brief description and discussion of the portions of the
State in which gains and losses have occurred, we may now turn to
the comparative increases of the races within the State. Whites and
negroes, the two major races represented in Louisiana, show very
marked differences in their rates of increase. The more rapid gains
have been confined to the white population, and they have operated
progressively to increase the relative importance of this element in
the population. On the other hand, the colored portions of the popu-
lation have consistently become of less relative importance. This is
brought out very clearly in Figure 9 in which the growth of the white
and negro populations of Louisiana from 1810 to 1930 is charted. It
is important to observe that in 1890 white people and negroes were
nearly equal in number, although throughout most of the Nineteenth
Century the negro population of the State exceeded the white. The
census of 1890 enumerated 558,395 white people and 559,193
negroes in the State. In the course of the next forty years the white
population increased 136.1 per cent, so that by 1930 they numbered
1, 318,160 and constituted 62.8 per cent of the total population. As
compared to this during the same period, the negro population in-
creased only 38.8 per cent, so that by 1930 they numbered but
776,326 and constituted only 36.9 per cent of the State's population.
Perhaps the comparative increases would be comprehended better if
it is stated that there were 100 negroes to every 100 white people in
1890, while by 1930 there were only 59 negroes to every 100 white
persons.
There appears to have been no regularity in the comparative
15

Figure 7.—Percentage Decrease of Population by Wards, 1920 to 1930.
18
19
1810
Figure 9.—Growth of Population in Louisiana 1810 to 1930.
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rates at which the population increased from decade to decade except
that the rate among the white population was always above that
among the negro. For example, in the decade preceding 1900 the
white population increased very rapidly, gaining 30.7 per cent, a
rate almost double the gain of 16.4 per cent registered by the negro
population. Again in the decade 1900 to 1910 white population in-
creased rapidly, gaining 29.0 per cent. Among negroes, however,
during this decade a heavy tide of migration to Northern cities set
in which held their increase within the State down to 9.7 per cent.
The period of the World War saw a rapid falling off in the rate of
increase among the white population. Thus during the decade 1910-
1920 their percentage gain was only 16.5 or about one-half of what
it had previously been. But, in the meantime, the exodus of negroes
to Northern industrial centers was actually so great as to exceed
their natural increase and bring about a loss of 1.9 per cent in the
negro population. During the post-war decade, 1920 to 1930, both
the white and negro population increased, the former gaining 20.2
and the latter 10.9 per cent. The increases of the two races were a
third slower than between 1890 and 1900, but again the rate among
the white population was approximately double that of the negro.
Members of all other races, mostly Indians and (in 1930) Mexi-
cans, numbered only 999 in 1890 and 7,107 in 1930. To be strictly
consistent, the 4,552 Mexicans enumerated in 1930 should be classed
with the white population as they were in all censuses taken pre-
viously to 1930. However, these elements are so sparsely represented
in the State as to warrant little attention; the important races being
the white and the negro.
These changes in the relative importance of the white and negro
races were not confined to a few areas. They were exhibited in
practically every part of the State and among every important divi-
sion of the population. Thus, for example, in 52 of the 64 parishes
in the State, negroes composed smaller proportions of the population
in 1930 than they did in 1890. The major exceptions were in the
rice-producing areas in the southwestern part of the State. For
instance, in this section the negroes of Acadia parish increased from
1,629 to 8,103. This rate was so much greater than that of the white
population of this parish that the per cent of negroes in the popula-
tion rose from 12.3 in 1890 to 21.6 in 1920, falling back slightly to
20.6 in 1930. Again in the four parishes, Allen, Beauregard, Cal-
casieu and Jefferson Davis, (all formed in 1913 from the old Cal-
casieu parish) negroes increased so much more rapidly than whites
that whereas they made up 15.9 per cent of the population in 1890,
by 1920 the corresponding percentage was 28.6, remaining high
(26.6) in 1930. In Vernon parish the negro population also increased
much more rapidly than the white. So much so that the proportion
of negroes in the total population of the parish increased from 9.1
per cent in 1890 to 24.9 in 1920. However, in this parish, the corre-
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sponding percentage fell back to 17.9 per cent by 1930. Negroes also
increased much faster than did the white population in the urban
parish of Orleans. The relative gain was great enough to advance
their proportion of the total population from 26.6 per cent in 1890
to 28.3 per cent in 1930. Similar tendencies were present in the
pine-covered parishes of Washington and Winn, where negroes in-
creased from 30.8 to 32.5 per cent of the population in Washington
and from 14.3 to 25.0 per cent of the population in Winn. In the
lumbering and truck farming parish of Livingston, they increased
from 15.1 per cent to 22.8. In Bienville and Lincoln parishes they
practically held their own, increasing from 44.4 to 44.7 in the former,
and in the latter, although decreasing from 42.5 in 1890 to 37.2 in
1920, again constituting 42.5 per cent of the population in 1930.
The relative gain among white people and loss among negroes
was evidenced in four of the State's five "type-of-farming-areas."
It is very significant that the losses were most pronounced in the
"Cane" and "Delta Cotton" areas, both of which are characterized
by large plantations and dependence upon negro labor. The decline
in the Cane area, in which we include eleven parishes, was absolute
as well as relative, the number of negroes decreasing from 108,111
in 1890 to 92,816 in 1930, a loss of 14.1 per cent. This caused the
percentage that negroes comprised of the total population to drop
from 54.6 where it stood in 1890 to only 37.7 in 1930. Although no
actual decrease in numbers took place in the Delta Cotton area, the
gain in the number of negroes of 26.3 per cent during the forty
years was very much less than the total gain in the population of the
area (90.7 per cent). Because of this, negroes who made up nearly
three-fourths (71.4 per cent) of the population of this area in 1890,
constituted less than one-half of the population (only 47.3 per cent)
in 1930. In the "Upland Cotton" and "Fruits and Vegetables" areas
the negro, while increasing slightly in absolute numbers, lost in rela-
tive importance because the white population was increasing so much
more rapidly. Thus in the rolling upland regions where small cotton
farms are the rule, the number of negroes increased 46.4 per cent
between 1890 and 1930. But in the meantime, the white population
of the same regions increased 148.3 per cent, so that the percentage
negroes constituted of the total population dropped from 53.4 to
40.2. And in the Small Fruit and Trucking regions where negroes
increased by 45.8 per cent, white people gained at more than six
times this rate (204.9 per cent), causing the percentage of negroes
in the total population to fall from 46.3 to 29.2 per cent.
On the other hand, in the "Rice" area where negroes had previ-
ously been very few (they constituted only 16.2 per cent of the
population in the area in 1890) a very different tendency occurred.
In this region, the rate of increase among negroes exceeded that of
the white population. During the period 1890 to 1930 the number of
negroes increased from 6,975 to 33,710, a gain of 383.3 per cent.
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And although the corresponding increase among white people was
also very rapid, amounting to 222.9 per cent, it was not sufficient to
keep the proportion of negroes in the population from mounting to
22.5 per cent of the total by 1930.
The comparative rates at which whites and negroes have in-
creased in the urban and rural areas of the State are most interest-
ing and significant. Stress should be laid upon the fact previously
mentioned, that the negro population of New Orleans has been in-
creasing faster both absolutely and relatively than the white popu-
lation of the city. This brings to the fore the problem of the relative
increase of the two races in rural and urban areas. And an investi-
gation of this problem reveals some very significant facts. To assist
in visualizing the situation, the important features concerning the
trends in population growth for both races in rural and urban areas
are charted in Figure 10. From this graph it is evident that the
relative increase in the importance of white people in the population
of the State is entirely due to the changes which have occurred in
the rural districts. In the urban portions of the State, negroes have
held their own. Indeed, the negro population of urban districts in-
creased somewhat faster than the white. Thus between 1890 and
1930 the white population residing in urban areas increased from
196,541 to 574,249, a gain of 192 per cent; but in the meantime the
urban negro population increased from 87,094 to 257,463 which
represents a gain of 196 per cent. During the same period (1890
to 1930) in the rural districts, the white population increased from
361,854 to 754,911. This was accompanied by a gain in the negro
population from 472,099 to 518,863. On a percentage basis, a gain
of 106 per cent in the rural white population took place as compared
with 10 per cent in the rural negro population. The significance of
the comparative increases of whites and negroes is brought out
more clearly by the following ratios. In urban districts, which in
1890 contained only 44 negroes for every 100 white people, the ratio
was slightly higher in 1930, being 45 negroes per 100 white persons.
In sharp contrast to this are the ratios for rural districts. In these
areas the negro population exceeded the white in the ratio of 131
negroes for every 100 white persons in 1890, but the relative in-
creases of the two races were such that there were only 70 negroes
to every 100 white people by 1930.
The above data make it very clear that there has been a tend-
ency towards a more equal distribution of the two races throughout
the urban and rural portions of the State. This is further shown by
comparing the percentages which negroes constituted of the total
population at the two dates. For example in the urban districts
negroes made up the same proportion of the population (30.6 per
cent) in both 1890 and 1930. But in the rural districts, where they
constituted 56.6 per cent of the population in 1890, by 1930 the cor-
responding percentage was only 40.9.
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The tendency for the rate of increase among urban negroes fo
exceed that among the white population of urban centers was ex-
hibited in three out of the four decades between 1890 and 1930:
from 1890 to 1900 the percentage increases for urban negroes and
whites were 34.3 and 26.6; between 1900 and 1910 the correspond-
ing percentage increases were 37.5 and 34.7 ; and in the decade 1920
to 1930 the percentage increases were 35.2 and 31.3 for urban
negroes and whites, respectively. However, during the era when the
northern migration of negroes was most intense (1910-1920), the
percentage increase of urban whites (30.4) exceeded that of urban
negroes (18.4). This indicates how deeply this migration cut into
the negro population of the State.
But in this respect also, trends in rural districts were quite dif-
ferent from those in the urban. Between 1890 and 1900 the per-
centage increase of the rural white population amounted to 32.9.
This was considerably above the rate of increase among the white
population of urban centers and was nearly as high as that among
urban negroes. Following 1900, however, the percentage increase of
the white population in rural districts slowed down materially, falling
to 26.0 during the decade 1900-1910 and to the extreme low of 8.8
between 1910 and 1920. However, a slight recovery to 12.8 was made
in the decade from 1920 to 1930. Comparable data for rural negroes
show a gain of 13.1 per cent between 1890 to 1900; in the next
decade also a slight gain of 3.6 per cent took place; but between
1910 and 1920 the negro population residing in rural districts lost
7.8 per cent in number. A slight gain (1.8 per cent) between 1920 and
1930 did little to offset this. It is interesting to note that the total
rural negro population in Louisiana reached its maximum of 553,029
in 1910. It has not approached this peak since. Far from attaining
the high point of 1910, there were, in fact, about 15,000 fewer
negroes in the rural portions of the State in 1930 than there were in
1900, the figures being 518,863 and 533,850, respectively.
As indicated above, there seems to have been, during the 40
year interval 1890 to 1930, a tendency for the proportions of whites
and negroes in the various sections of the State to become more
equal. It seems that increase or decrease of negroes in the popula-
tion of a given area is definitely related to their relative importance
in that area in 1890. The tendency appears to have been for them to
increase in regions where they were previously scarce and decrease
in the parishes in which they were formerly found in the largest
proportions. (See Figures, 11, 12 and 13.) Thus in 1890 the per-
centage of negroes in the total population of the parish ranged from
9.1 in Vernon parish to 93.4 in Madison. (See Table I of the Ap-
pendix.) In addition to Vernon, the parishes of Acadia, Calcasieu,
Jefferson Davis and Winn all contained less than 15 per cent ne-
groes. And in addition to Madison, the populations of Concordia,
East Carroll, Tensas and West Feliciana parishes were all composed
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of 80 per cent, or more, negroes. By 1930, however, the range had
narrowed, a percentage of 9.5 negroes in Cameron being the lower
limit, and 76.4 per cent in West Feliciana being the upper; and Ver-
milion was the only other parish that contained less than 15 per
cent negroes. No parish, of course, had as high as 80 per cent, but
in East Carroll, Tensas and Concordia (all in the Mississippi delta)
negroes constituted more than 70 per cent of the population. The
narrowing of the range of course indicates a tendency towards a
more uniform distribution of the races in the various parts of the
State. This tendency is further shown by the fact that of the eleven
parishes in which negroes increased in relative importance, only
Bienville contained more than 40 per cent negroes in 1890, while of
the fifty-two parishes in which negroes decreased in relative impor-
tance, only 4 (Cameron, LaSalle, Sabine and Vermilion) contained
less than 40 per cent negroes in 1890.
INCREASE OF POPULATION AND URBANITY
Perhaps the rapid development of an urban population in recent
years has been the most striking change in Louisiana's population.
It seems fair to say that in 1890 the State consisted of one large city
and a large rural hinterland. At the end of the Ninteenth and the
beginning of the Twentieth centuries, small cities and towns were
almost totally lacking in the State. This is brought out in a striking
manner by Figure 14. To give specific data, in 1890 only 25.4 per
cent of the State's population was classed as urban. And 86 per cent
of this urban population resided within the city limits of New
Orleans. Besides New Orleans there were in the entire State only
nine other centers containing as many as 2,500 inhabitants (the con-
ventional line of demarcation between rural and urban). And of
the nine, only Shreveport With 11,979 inhabitants and Baton Rouge
with a population of 10,478 came in the class having 10,000 or more
inhabitants, thus qualifying for the designation of "small cities."
The situation in 1930 was quite different. See Figure 15. Two
people out of every five in the State (39.7 per cent) lived in urban
centers; and only 55 per cent of this urban population was resident
in New Orleans. Shreveport had sprung ahead rapidly and by 1930
contained 76,655 inhabitants. The population of Baton Rouge had
increased to 30,729. In addition to these Alexandria, Bogalusa,
Lafayette, Lake Charles and Monroe had by this time grown into
the small city class, all containing more than 10,000 inhabitants.
Furthermore by 1930 there were in the State forty other centers
large enough to be classed as urban. The distribution of these urban
centers is an important consideration. It should be noted that in
1890 urban centers were present in only ten of the State's parishes.
Their location is given in Figure 14. During the forty-year interval
urban nuclei made their, appearance in 26 additional parishes (as
may be seen by a comparison of Figure 15 with Figure 14) so that
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by 1930 more than half of the State's parishes contained a center hav-
ing 2,500 or more inhabitants. Thus to a considerable extent by 1930
the great void which formerly existed between a large commercial
and industrial center and the population of a strictly rural hinterland
had been filled with numerous small cities, towns and villages.
In evaluating these changes it is important to know that the rate
at which the urban population grew was nearly four times the rate
of increase in rural districts. Thus the urban gain was 194 per cent
as compared with 52 per cent in the rural. This is reflected in the
relative proportions of the rural and urban classes in the population.
Whereas in 1890 there were only 34 urban to every 100 rural people,
by 1930 the corresponding ratio was 66 to 100.
The percentage increases, according to the size of center, throw
further illumination upon the subject. In the period 1890 to 1930,
New Orleans, the only city with over 100,000 inhabitants, gained 90
per cent in population. This is just slightly higher than the increase
for the State as a whole, which was 87.9 per cent. Small cities
(10,000—100,000) showed an increase of 533 per cent in number
of inhabitants. In 1890 there were no large towns (5,000—10,000)
in the State, while by 1930 places in this category contained 72,564
inhabitants. Many small towns (those centers containing between
2,500 and 5,000 people) grew into large towns or small cities
during the forty-year period, but this depletion in the ranks was
more than offset by the advancement of villages into this class, so
that the total population residing in such centers increased by 424
per cent.
Even within the rural population there was a tendency for the
number of people residing in the incorporated non-agricultural areas
to increase faster than the number residing in the unincorporated
agricultural portions. Thus the population in unincorporated terri-
tory numbered 786,119 in 1890 and had increased to 1,134,007 by
1930, a gain of only 44 per cent. While during the same period the
inhabitants of large villages (1,000—2,500) increased from 23,689
to 78,415, a gain of 231 per cent, and the inhabitants of small
villages (those under 1,000 in population) increased from 24,935 to
55,639, a gain of 123 per cent. Whereas in 1890 only 5.8 per cent
of the rural population resided in incorporated centers, by 1930 the
corresponding percentage was 10.6. These data, pertaining to the
growth of population in centers of various sizes and in the unincor-
porated territory of the State for the period 1850 to 1930, were
summarized and are shown graphically in Figure 16.
For the decade 1920 to 1930 a more detailed analysis of this
urbanward trend is possible. Omitting St. Bernard parish, which
was redistricted between 1920 and 1930, the 521 wards in the State
were grouped on the basis of the largest center they contained or of
which they comprised a portion. The direction and amount of change
in population was then noted. The results are presented in Table I.
It is most evident that gain in population increases as the size
of the center increases.
33
35
l
oC
OOS
p
q
r
HO
'
&in
O(M
.2
o
s
r
Hc.2"43
t
H0)
oPh
H
of
O
00
L
O
©
L
O
OS
00
00
L
O
r
H
r
H
L
O
00
C
M
r
H
t
>
Tf<
00
N
t
D
t
O
C
O
C
O
00
C
O
113
N
O)
lO
OS
M
Tj|
H
00
^
"
00
t
>
00
C
O
C
O
C
O
t
—
I
C
O
©
C
O
t
O
N
^
t
H
O0
00
L
O
C
O
C
O
r
H
<
M
00
O00
H
lO
C
O
T
P
L
O
L
O
C
O
C
O
(M
C
O
C
O
L
O
00
00
00
C
O
N
N
lO
lO
C
O
N
C3
Tf
5D
^
N
H
H
N
O)
OS
L
O
t
-
o
H
00
N
C
O
<
m
o
s
^
©
i>
o
T
o
T
00
00
L
O
00
r
H
r
H
O
O
C
M
rj*
L
O
C
M
C
X
I
C
M
L
O
L
O
t
>
00
r
M
L
O
(M
(M
OS
r
H
L
O
00
o
©
^
th"
lo"
t
>
OS
L
O
©of
C
O
r
H
C
O
Tj<
O
J
L
O
t
>
C
O
00
OS
L
O
t
-
C
O
OS
L
O
00
r
H
C
O
L
O
r
H
r
H
(M
t
-
O
00
L
O
C
O
r
H
r
H
r
H
r
H
r
H
C
M
C
O
L
O
L
O
O
L
O
OS
"
rf
O
C
O
r
H
r
H
r
H
C
M
L
O
OS
©
C
M
C
O
L
O
36
But, as is well known, the corporate limits of a city or town may
not contain all the urban or industrial population of the center. The
rapid increase of the urban population in the State is seen also in
the tendency of those unincorporated territories contiguous to urban
centers to gain more rapidly than the more remote unincorporated
areas. A simple tabulation demonstrates this for Louisiana: parishes
were first classified into five groups according to the size of their
largest incorporated center. After the classification had been made,
the percentages by which the population in the unincorporated por-
tions of each had increased between 1890 and 1930 were calculated.
The results were as follows: in unincorporated territority of the ten
"small-village" parishes a gain of 12.9 per cent took place; the gain
in the unincorporated portions of 18 "large-village" parishes was
48.3 per cent; in 18 "small-town" parishes, the population residing
in unincorporated territory gained 29.6 per cent; the population
residing in the unincorporated portions of 10 "large-town" parishes
gained 46.8 per cent; and in the seven "small-city" parishes a gain of
96.8 per cent was made in the population of the unincorporated
portions.
The data given above leave little doubt that changes have
tended to concentrate the population, not only into urban centers,
but also into the regions immediately surrounding such centers.
Figure 6 which shows the degree by which the population of each
minor civil division (ward) in the State gained in the decade 1920
to 1930 should be studied in this connection. And Figure 17 showing
the changes between 1920 and 1930 in the population in the unin-
corporated portions of each ward gives additional enlightening in-
formation on this subject.
The growth of the urban population has not been sporadic but
has proceeded at a very uniform pace. For example the percentage
increases for the four decades 1890 to 1930 were very uniform,
being 29.0, 35.6, 26.5 and 32.7, respectively. These regular incre-
ments are in sharp contrast to the tendencies in the rural areas
during the corresponding decades. Here the increases were less, of
course, and also more variable. Gains of 21.6, 14.2, .9 and 8.3 per
cent were made in the four decades 1890 to 1930. These data exhibit
in striking fashion the uniform, progressive manner in which urbani-
zation has been taking place regardless of the variations in rural
districts.
As indicated when discussing the comparative increase of popu-
lation according to race, the very rapid increase of urban population
was true for both whites and negroes. Some additional details may
now be given. In the first place the rapidity of increase in urban
districts was greater in the case of negroes than of whites. To be
specific, in 1890 the negro population of the State was found almost
entirely in rural sections. Only 87,094 persons or 15.6 per cent of
the negro population was reported as living in centers of 2,500 or
37
Figure 17.—Percentage Increases in the Population Living Outside Incorporated Centers
by Wards, 1920 to 1930.
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Figure 18.—Growth of Rural and Urban Populations in Each Type-of-Farming Area, 1890 to 1930.
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over. Of these, 64,491 or 74 per cent were in New Orleans, leaving
only 22,603 negroes in the remaining urban centers of the State.
However, after 1890 the proportion of the negro population residing
in urban centers mounted rapidly, being 18.0 in 1900, 22.5 in 1910,
27.2 in 1920, and 33.2 in 1930. At the latter date, 257,463 negroes
were reported as residents of urban centers, and of these only
129,632 or 48 per cent were in New Orleans.
As compared with these gains among the negro population only
35.6 per cent of the white population, or 196,541 persons, were resi-
dents of urban centers in 1890. This percentage remained at 35.6 in
1910, rising to 39.9 in 1920 and 43.6 in 1930, when 574,249 white
persons were residing in urban centers. Thus despite the fact that
the white population of the State was growing much more rapidly
than the negro, as We have already shown, if only the urban popu-
lation is considered, the negro population has made the more rapid
gain. The percentage increases in urban population over the forty-
year period were 192 for whites and 196 for negroes. Furthermore,
the date which were presented above showed that each decade except
1910 to 1920 the percentage increase of the urban negro population
exceeded that of the urban white. These data all emphasize the
rapidity with which the negro population has been congregating in
the urban portions of the State. In 1890 they lagged far behind,
but so fast was their increase, that by 1930 they were residents of
urban centers in nearly as large proportions as were persons of the
white race.
That the urbanward trend embraced the entire state, seems
evident from the appearance of new urban nuclei in so many addi-
tional parishes. It is also evidenced by the fact that it was character-
istic of all five of the type-of-farming areas. Data showing the com-
parative gains in the rural and urban populations of each of the
type-of-farming areas were assembled and are presented in Table II.
Since the trends in the white and negro populations were so different,
the data also have been sub-divided according to race. From this
table, and from Figure 18 which shows the growth of rural and
urban populations in each type-of-farming area, it is most apparent
that urban gains have greatly exceeded rural gains in each case, thus
bringing about a rapid urban development in every type-of-farming
area. In the case of the total population, the Rice area showed the
greatest gain in urban population^ At the other extreme, the Cane
area showed the smallest percentage increase in urban population.
But even here it is very significant that an increase of only 20.7
per cent in the total population was accompanied by an increase of
approximately 280 per cent in the urban population. And although
the total population of the area decreased after 1910, the urban
population continued to gain. Another very significant indication of
the urbanward trend is seen in the fact that although the negro
population of the Cane area fell off by 14.1 per cent, the negro
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population of the urban portions of the area more than doubled,
gaining 130 per cent. The trends in the Upland Cotton area also
deserve comment for the percentage increase of the urban white
population reached its maximum here, although the gain in the total
white population of this area ranked next to lowest, exceeding only
that of the Cane area.*
TABLE II
Percentage Increases of the Total, White, and Negro Populations
in Each Type-of-Farming Area, 1890 to 1930
Type-of-Farming Percentage Gain in Population
Area and Race Total Urban Rural
Upland Cotton 94.5 946.0 56.7
White 148.3 1,456.7 93.3
Negro 46.4 359.8 23.5
Delta Cotton ... 90.7 712.3 51.0
White 250.4 1,183.9 166.0
Negro 26.3 405.4 5.9
Rice 248.4 1,129.7 171.8
White 222.9 1,085.3 236.7
Negro . . 383.3 1,232.4 160.8
Cane - ~ 20.7 279.4 8.2
White 64.3 432.2 43.0
Negro -14.1 130.0 -21.0
Small Fruits and Vegetables 131.3 833.1 94.3
White 204.9 995.4 156.0
Negro 45.8 566.2 23.6
Analysis of the population growth by decades throws additional
light upon trends, especially the slow and the vacillating trends in
rural districts. As noted above most of this was accounted for by
the trends in the rural negro population. The tendency for rural
negroes to become less numerous first manifested itself in the Delta
Cotton area during the decade 1900 to 1910. A decrease in the total
rural negro population of the Delta Cotton area also took place the
next decade 1910 to 1920, but during this decade the same tendency
also made its appearance in the Upland Cotton and the Cane areas.
A decrease in the rural negro population in the cotton areas failed
to occur from 1920 to 1930. However, during this decade, it was char-
acteristic of the other three type-of-farming areas, the Cane, Rice
and Small Fruits and Vegetables sections. The rural white popula-
tion, on the other hand exhibited a much less fluctuating tendency.
This element first showed a decrease in the decade 1910 to 1920,
when losses occurred in the Upland Cotton and Cane areas. These
losses were continued in the Cane area through the decade 1920 to
* See the following section for further discussion of the relationship between
type-of-farming area and the growth of population.
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1930. During this decade a loss in the total rural white population
also occurred in the Small Fruits and Vegetables area. These losses
in the rural elements of the population tend to emphasize the rela-
tive gains by the urban elements.
INCREASE OF POPULATION AND TYPE OF FARMING
As indicated in the above pages marked differences in rate of
population increases are shown by the different type-of-farming
areas. Trends in their populations, subdivided according to race, are
charted in Figure 19. During the forty-year interval 1890 to 1930,
growth was most rapid in the Rice area, followed by the Small
Fruits and Vegetables, Upland Cotton, Delta Cotton, and Cane areas
in the order named. So rapid was the gain in the Rice area that the
population more than tripled. The number of people increased from
43,057 to 149,999, which represents a gain of 248.4 per cent. Of the
State's population living outside New Orleans, the proportion residing
in the Rice area was only 4.9 per cent in 1890. By 1930 the corre-
sponding percentage was up to 9.1. The per cent of the State's non-
New Orleanian population which was resident in each of the type-
of-farming areas at each decade 1890 to 1930, is charted in Figure
20.
The Small Fruits and Vegetables area was another region
which was characterized by a very rapid growth of population. The
number of people residing in this section more than doubled between
1890 and 1930. The actual increase in number of inhabitants was
from 66,409 to 153,625, making a percentage increase of 131.3. This
rapid gain advanced the area's proportion of the State's non-New
Orleanian population from 7.6 per cent in 1890 to 9.4 per cent in
1930.
In the two Cotton areas, where the bulk of the State's popu-
lation resides, substantial gains were also made. In the Upland
Cotton districts the number of people increased from 323,245 to
628,649, a gain of 94.5 per cent. In the Delta sections the number
of inhabitants increased from 246,819 to 470,769, or a gain of 90.7
per cent. Of the population of the State living outside the city of
New Orleans, the proportions did not change much in these areas,
being 36.9 and 38.3 in the Upland Cotton, 28.1 and 28.6 in the
Delta Cotton areas for the years 1890 and 1930, respectively.
In sharp contrast to the magnitude of population growth in
these four areas, the increase of population in the Cane area
lagged far behind. The number of inhabitants was 197,018 in 1890
and 239,789 in 1930, or a gain of only 20.7 per cent. Such a slight
absolute increase made for a considerable loss in relative importance.
Thus in 1890 this area contained 22.5 per cent of the State's non-
New Orleanian population, but by 1930 this percentage had dwindled
to 14.6.
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Very little similarity exists between the trends of population
growth 1890 to 1930 in the various type-of-farming areas. The
Rice area was characterized by remarkable increases of population
during the first two decades (57.4 and 57.5 per cent gains) and a
rapid falling off in the rate of increase to 23.2 (1910-1920) and to
14.1 for the decade 1920 to 1930.
The population in the area where small fruits and vegetables
are the chief crops, grew more slowly during the early years, increas-
ing 22.8 per cent during the first decade, and 30 per cent during the
second; between 1910 and 1920 practically no increase took place,
the gain being only 2.9 per cent; but the closing decade of the period
saw an expansion of 40.9 per cent. Except in the Rice area during
the first two decades of the period, this was the most rapid gain in
any of the areas during any decade.
Trends in the two Cotton areas were rather similar, gains of
22.8 and 18.1 per cent for the Upland, 20.5 and 17.1 per cent for
the Delta, respectively, taking place during the first and closing
decades of the period. Each had one decade of slower growth; popu-
lation in the Upland area expanding 23.7 per cent from 1900 to
1910, and only 8.5 per cent during the following decade; and popu-
lation in the Delta districts growing only 10.9 per cent from 1910
and 1920, but increasing by 18.4 during the following decade.
In the Cane area, changes differed very materially from those
in other sections of the State. Population in this region showed an
increase of 27.4 per cent during the decade 1890 to 1900; this per-
centage of increase fell to 13.2 per cent for the decade 1900 to
1910; then between 1910 and 1920 a rapid decrease in population set
in, amounting to 12.7 per cent during the decade, and being followed
the next ten years by another decrease of 3.3 per cent. By 1930 the
population of the Cane area was considerably under what it was in
1900, and only approximately equal to what it was in 1890.
The two major races showed very considerable differences in
the rapidity with which they increased in the several type-of-farming
areas. See Figure 19. The negro rate exceeded the white only in the
Rice area, where their percentage increase was 383.3 between 1890
and 1930 as compared with 222.9 among whites. But analysis by
decades shows that they increased much faster than whites during
the first three decades (88.3, 80.7, and 34.9 as compared with 51.4,
51.8 and 20.2 per cent) and much slower during the last decade of
the period (only 5.3 compared with 16.9 per cent).
For the period 1890 to 1930, whites increased more rapidly than
negroes in the other four type-of-farming areas. The comparative
percentages of increase for whites and negroes, respectively, are:
148.3 and 46.4 in the Upland Cotton area; 250.4 and 26.3 in the
Delta Cotton area; 64.3 and a loss of 14.1 in the Cane area; and 204.9
and 45.8 in the Small Fruits and Vegetables area. Analysis of the
Population
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Figure 19.—Growth of the White and Negro Population in Each of the Type-of-Farming Areas,
1890 to 1930
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data by decades also shows whites consistently increasing more
rapidly than negroes. In several instances a decrease occurred during
a decade, negroes becoming less numerous between 1910 and 1920
in the Upland Cotton, Cane and Small Fruits and Vegetables area,
and between 1920 and 1930 in the Cane area. Their number was
also practically stationary between 1900 and 1920 in the Delta
Cotton area. Whites lost in number only in the Cane area between
1910 and 1920.
Separate analysis of the data for the urban and rural portions
of each area, shows that the greater speed of increase among negroes
is confined to the urban portions; with the single exception of the
urban portions of the Rice section, whites increased more rapidly
than negroes in both the urban and rural portions of all the areas.
Furthermore, rural negroes were less numerous in 1930 than they
were in 1910, (except in the Rice and Small Fruits and Vegetables
areas, which taken together contain less than 80,000 negroes).
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This analysis of the growth of population in the State of Louisi-
ana has revealed several significant findings:
1. Although the State has received practically none of the
tremendous influx of foreign-born,* and despite the fact that she
has made a net contribution of 116,939 persons to other states of
the Union, population increase in Louisiana has been fast enough
to keep pace with the very rapid increase in the United States as a
whole. Between 1890 and 1930 population in the United States in-
creased by 95.0, in Louisiana by 87.9 per cent.
2. The different sections of the State show enormous contrasts
in the rate at which population has grown. The greatest gains were
made in:
(a) Urban districts and the rural territory contiguous to them.
(b) The lumbering sections of southwestern Louisiana and the
Florida parishes, both regions now largely "cutover."
(c) The rice growing area of southwestern Louisiana.
(d) The Small Fruit and Trucking region of southeastern
Louisiana.
(e) Three parishes in northeastern Louisiana, West Carroll,
Richland and Franklin, where a phenomenal migration of
small farmers has been received.
(f ) Webster parish in northwestern Louisiana.
However, the same period, in which the population of the State
almost doubled, was characterized by decided losses in certain areas
The census of 1980 reported 14,204,149 persons, or 11.6 per cent of the total
population, in the United States as foreign born. In contrast there were in
Louisiana only 37,076 persons of foreign birth, 1.8 per cent of the total popu-
lation.
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within the Commonwealth. The parishes which form the core of the
"Sugar Bowl," parishes famed for their large cotton plantations
(the Felicianas, Concordia and Tensas) and the parish of Plaque-
mines on the Mississippi below New Orleans, all lost population
between 1890 and 1930.
3. Population gains were associated with the production of
lumber, gas and oil, rice and truck crops, including strawberries.
Losses in population were associated with the production of sugar
cane and cotton on large farming units.
4. The distribution of these gains and losses was such that
larger and larger portions of Louisiana's farming population have
come to be concentrated on the poorer soils of the State.
5. Growth among the white population was greatly in excess
of that among the negro. Part of this is due to excessive migration
of negroes from the State. And yet had Louisiana lost neither
negroes or white people by emigration, the rate of increase among
negroes would have amounted to less than half the rate among the
white population, 58 as compared to 137 per cent. The relative loss
in the negro population occurred in all parts of the State except the
Rice area where negroes has previously been very lightly represented.
It was especially marked in the Cane area, where the decrease was
absolute as well as relative. But despite these statewide trends, the
negro population of New Orleans and the other urban areas in the
State increased more rapidly than the white.
6. The rapid increase in the number of urban residents was
one of the most significant changes in the State's population. The
striking development has been the appearance and growth of small
cities and towns, population increase in the City of New Orleans,
between 1890 and 1930, being approximately equal to that of the
State as a whole. But outside New Orleans, the number of urban
centers increased from nine to forty-seven, the number of places
with populations between 10,000 and 100,000 from two to seven,
and the number of parishes containing urban centers from ten to
thirty-six. This brought about an increase of urban population from
283,845 in 1890 to 833,532 in 1930, or an increase in the percentage
of population in urban centers from 25.4 to 39.7. However these
data do not give a complete picture of the concentration of popula-
tion in urban areas, since the growth of population in the rural
districts surrounding the urban centers has far outstripped the in-
crease in the more remote regions.
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